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REMARKS/AP GUMENTft 

Claim 4 has been amended to depend on claim 3. No substantive claim 
amendment has been made. ,t is respectfully submrtted ^ c|a/m „ ^ m 
as recrted ,n claim 12" and claim 53 prop eny refers to a fining (e), A JIT 

and 53. The Exam,ner>s rejection of the claims is fully traversed below. 

initially, it is respectfully submitted that the Examiner's rejection is improper 
because it is based on U.S. Publication Number 2003/0061401 A1 (>Wera/) and 
U.S. Publication Number 2003/0074579 A1 (DeHa-Uben et a/.) which respectively have 
he filing dates of September 23. 2003 and February 6, 2002 (both after the filing date of 
the above-identified application). Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that the 
Examiner should withdraw the rejection of the claims. 

It is noted that Atwal et al. and Delta-Libera et a/, have a corresponding 
provisional applications. However, it should also be noted that the 35 U.S.C 102(e) 
date of a reference that did not result from, nor claimed the benefit of, an international 
application is its earliest effective U.S. filing date, taking into consideration any proper 
benefit claims to prior U.S. applications under 35 U.S.C. 1 19(e) or 120 If the prior 
applications) properly supports the subject matter used to make the rejection in 
compliance with 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph as outlined in MPEP §2136.02 (see, 
MPEP 706.02(f)(1), Examination Guidelines for applying references under 35 U.S.C. 
1 02(e)). In this case, the Examiner has NOT Droperiv*. .pr^ the rejection based on 
the provisional applications, in feet, the Examiner's rejection does NOT even make a 
reference to the provisional applications or even make a general allegation that the 
provisional applications properly support the Examiner's rejection. Accordingly it is 
respectfully submitted that the Examiner's rejection is clearly improper and should be 
withdrawn. 



Rejection of claims 1-3 s. 13. 23-6R under 35 U.&.C. in?f o) 



Nevertheless, solely in order to expedite the prosecution, the Applicant will 
address the provisional applications. It Is noted that the provisional application 
60/324,191 associated with Atwal etal. states: 
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™™S"?e*^ to a, SOAP 

the information to determiZ wlafmJh^t 5™ f*™** '"to*™*"* has 
end m b y J^ t ^^^J^^. caned, under what 
by the caller. The Web Se^ice77nf^l lden . mcatlon ^formation was given 
authorization, and b7mglXm^nT^Zl- a 21 to cheok ^"tidtion, 
allowed to proceed to the sZ?cl W t en tnl™'™ * th ? me ! hod ca " be 
the Web Services /^^Sfr^l^ the service returns, 
audit information, in general meWelie^ *7 re ' 6vant bill,n 3 0r 

infrastructure function Common to the relteTZ^ Zl?* 1 ' 1 ? C8 ° psrform a " 
Services Infrastructure is privV to sll XllrZ serves because the Web 
service (line 31. page 9 t£ 1Kb 6 oaae fo ' • P ^ 9SBd *»» to 

60/324.191). " page 10 of Prov'S'onal Appiicatfon No. 

It is respectfully submrtted that a Web Services Infrastructure that has the 
information to determine what methods are beinn naHed. unrinr wn at conditi on the 
methods are being called, and ev^n bv whom jhe methods are M n~« d ^ n OT Lch 
or even remotely suggest: determining whether a security ml* i* ^od^d wrth a 
S OAP messag e, wherein the security rule is associated with a security policy for 
exchanging messages between a client omnram * M a S6rvftr p rnf]rarn (c[a[m 1} 
Moreover, it is respectfully submitted that the provisional application 60/324 191 does 
NOT teach or suggest this feature. In addition, it is respectfully submitted that the Web 
Serv.ces Infrastructure described above does NOT teach or even remotely suggest 
performing an operation based on the security rule when it is determined that a security 
rule is associated with a SOAP message. 

Further, it is respectfully submitted that the Web Service Infrastructure described 
above does NOT teach or even remotely suggest a security rute th at describe * 
mapping between one or more kevs res^^iy . l sed bv a Hiftnf and a ftervftr pmf]nrj] 
(claim 2). Moreover, it is respectfully submitted that the provisional application 
60/324,191 does NOT teach or suggest this feature. 

Furthermore, it is respectfully submitted that the Web Service Infrastructure 
described above does NOT teach or even remotely suggest: mapoino 
SeCUrttV IdgnfifeB which are recognized bv a djen t program to nn. o r more 
identifiers which are recognized hv the se.ry^r Pn r, m (claim 3)i Moreover, it is 
respectfully submitted that the provisional application 60/324,191 does NOT teach or 
suggest this feature. 
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Initially, ft is respectful* submitted that the Examiner's rejection is cleariy 
proper ecause the Examiner has net even made a genera, a negation 2 he 
Pro^ona, application No. 60,3 29>796 assocfated with J^L the 

Exam,ne,s reaction which is based on the assertion that serious defence of S£ 
etal. can be cured by Delfa-Ubera eta,. (Office Action, page 14). 

Furthermore, it is earnest* believed that application No. 10/068.444 does NOT 
teach or suggest the combination of the features recited, for example, in claim 16. 

Still further, ft is respectful* submitted that the combination of the provisional 
applications do NOT teach or suggest: mapping one or more encryption keys 
decryption keys, signing keys, or keys used to verify one or more signatures between a 
client program and a server program (claim 4). 
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CONCLUsmM 

Accord.^, Applied beKeve. «ha, .„ pending daftm are 

requests a Notice of A*«. fcfc application ^ , he ~W 

ma ,m a ^ Canfa 1 hereby Petifi ° n a " 8Xten8 '' 0n **- »«* ™* ^ reared to 
ma ma,n the pendency „ ^ ^ and any J * 

furtee fee required in connect ^ „ ^ ^ - £ any 

Deposit Account No. 500388 (Order No STELPOf»> «„,,,.,». = 

, 1 oer wo. OTELP002). Should (he Examiner believe that 

a telephone conference would expedite the prosecution of this application the 
undersigned can be reached a, the telephone number ae. ou, be! 



Respectfully submitted, 
BEYER^VEAVER & THOMAS LLP 




R. Mahboubian 
Reg. No. 44,890 

P.O. Box 70250 
Oakland, CA 94612-0250 
(650) 961-8300 
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